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five year statute of limitations (§ 54-193), and not State v. Crawford (202 Conn.
443), was controlling law on statute of limitations affirmative defense; claim that
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Sraudulent under common law or Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act (§ 52-552a
et seq.) on ground that property did not constitute “assets” because it was encum-
bered by valid lien in excess of its value; claim that trial court improperly rendered
summary judgment on claim alleging violation of Connecticut Unfair Trade Prac-
tices Act (CUTPA) (§ 42-110a et seq.) because underlying conduct on which plain-
tiff claimed defendant company violated CUTPA was broader than facts supporting
his fraudulent transfer claims; whether trial court abused its discretion in denying
motion to reargue motion for summary judgment.
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